v k.tn No. '0 ' 
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! \ < t f i I I 1 ll "> t 

REMARKS 

! 1 OU< d K< i M \ hi till! I v l lOi t t ill ! 

Examination (RCF.) and payment of the required fees, arid is being filed within the shortened 
statutory period set tor response. Favorable reconsideration of the subject application, is 

u nb x < U< ntcd h ! d } U < iMii RS u 

Claims 2-17. 19-21 and 27-35 are pending and under examination, with claim 29 being in 
independent format. 

\\ I ,».<]} s t >qu t Ok t il u'h o, >t 1 ' fvW><> <. ui 

it siai ! *. i 'Ms em 1 p (9 i ! if » v. t i \ epufV > 

Amended independent claim 29 specifies, inter doe that, the support layer contacts the overlying 
ion the Sen >f the I portion ' pert oi tpp i \ i 

claimed invention is described in the application as bled and as published, for example, at Figs 
^ 11 an ^ ai > OtVt • id' x vppd m k t t t am < > 

f I NMg] v 1 ! a joi is ) _j m v ' >t d i iou nod 1 e saws matter 

Chum rejections under 35 DSC §I03fa) 
j be o " ats > « 1 . a, ton vs tut cl trs ! , 1 * a f 2 i \ >nmd tcitued 
,iJ j > i isO 0 < a long wb^ons > u\ oi t \ Potu s. - <; ""' ^ k lono et ah 
(Xhmle) el aid') litis is \ h ■ t u 1 ^ i.d <x - • >d^ i - ■ , , 

29, In the detailed rejection, however the Examiner discusses at least claims 29 (paragraph 
i ni | i dt 1 ; 4 ^ t 2^ 2 2»S 1 d" - „ 0 \pp k n 

s. ii v ut th i ^> olio jI i n \ u | I •> lo i ' , no "d w m j are 

> t 1 < g 1 o i in ,;isii ids t I rtiK ^ 14 d. it\ 1 >d 1° \> p« k 1 uikl j ^ 
t 0^1 i t as (I U ip| ' i f » tit 1 

t id t" i t > t f are 

v pAlfal!\ isno 

t. 1 i( 2° s U s s ko< i lent claim pending in thi s hi nd < « 

arguments are directed to the patentability of claim 29. Applicant submits that the Examiner has 

, 1 >u n i e 1 <. ; < i ' \ «'d 

and , d, 5 * ! m eh N 1 I v v < i „ 1 ^ Ojt < 

allowance. 
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It is well established that, the Bxaminer bears the Initial burden of factually supporting 
any prima Jacie conclusion of obviousness, if? ft: /\0?e. 837 P.2d. 107 L 1074 (Fed, Civ. 1988}; 
MPEP § 2142. The determination of obviousness is dependent on the facts of each case. The 
k i t nquii ) >und t i n is n udt the 

scope and content of the prior art; (2) differences between the claimed invention and the prior 

I vol of ordi ' rt the art; ai t t ndb i; ' . t s On 

John Deere Co,, 383 U.S. 1 (1966}. 

1 k Sipun. I ni n k^R fur < > , < W> t \ i) t s feol) } eieckd i 

! i a < u> v ii i in* union t fS> tost k w/ xw in ubwou nes aid imitated that 
sibK t ! j i[ m iid s i hoi n i tuiU Other 

app < i he-> and " > o j ttionak i . it . t 1 b * i LS u tl on .wed ,n the 
USPTCPs KSR Guidelines (2007) and 2010 KSR Guidelines Update. These obviousness 
t cs essential 1 qn tlon t leth ) s tiled h \n wouid.'be motivated to 

make ii combmanon of prior art elements in a predictable way that he or she would expect to 
work tor its intended purpose. 0 so. the invention is obvious; if not. the invention is nonobvious. 

St is important to bear in mind that, in determining the differences between the prior art 
and the claims, the question under 35 U.S. 07 103 is not whether the differences themselves 
would havt been obvious bus whei » <?//<?« as a whah * Id i \ been 

U uv V ih >'L , L i)„uf!(.',f " y f .< } i 'o;\rM <> Cli ( p ,io ■ 

snUo Vowoh Gwy> "ii / V' ,2 2w otf,,v\,i u; (V MPEP § 2141.02 If 

fill oi the claimed elements fire known in the prior art, it may he important to Identify what would 

i < ) ) spp M 1 i i in ! s j i d t'M Otnl li! tl 

i ! wi i ii i aiu i a U ! ooud 1 w s oa^ !< of 

ordinary skill in the art MPEP § 2143 ;. 

' . .<"Os _ , , p;!.;,,.'.,, m 

k 1 n i a i at l on w ^ i au 

> head i s i v < * i i 1 i t s 1 a 
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an it if ) v { t tppt 1 i t i ; 

I s t it u ckm t » t < t,k v i I t d f.e: 

oveilym! layer alors!' iK< length of ilk L, > . \ rriort 1 

"UOi'vs ' I I ^ * jVf N i ' i ! I 1 

is H jhie ai K i^r 1 1 Ik fo| 1 ! % 1 ■> 



«ng an haemal hurt en 07}." The 
thai the si pp t ryei coi 1 ct the 
Examiner argues, however, that the 
ho I , v aji :J L< hk i Ik c . \e a 
able catheter, the support layer will 



1 i!i 'V b< i 1 > x < ill hu'm do 1 • hv. k 5 ' M !uk kl 1 I) 

allowing ii tin ugh the -sides of the flexible caihetet he hxaminei <d t ) slhask ting tins 
> a 1 v<m 1 !! i t i d l ! 




n&* k 



hi the structure of Conley at a) . the element the Examiner identifies <r overlying layer 
an in! >. m v ee eh ire its a > spp<uu _1 . '! s s hc>s'm> t 
idee Its a 1 i \u a i hi ' n s kith 

mflahon tube 28 trad braking shah 30 .tor irdbtoig ;i lateral deOeedort means, such as a balloon 
••14. < i ill i ! > do i it 1 1 > coi !<> h it i b\ i ) in ' an 

) ^ i ak ! nut hmh a 'K ii <st i \ ' > 

Col. s k itoes eO-ol.i 

If e 1 ' if kl P t i ii i i I t. I 

. OP W y id al i v if' i kl ! ki u,w ' iv ) e m \ ii <r i I d ippt hi i t 

' 'as u t ! f yo j u u K ou m ' i > 0 

and » ai vvl I • ! ^ s a 1 t t i sj i K o e^n . f t 
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de »up{ i. ii i Me i J t 1 jv. vvi \m< In ill „ S r when 
die tubular structure is bens, "['here is no annular "space" or 'lumen"' formed between the suppori 

id \ s < • i n ppit ! ilU vuiKtiue Vs noted mm< \mend nent <md 

Reply filed on I cl ^ \kU, the abdiy of . \ pport h\ei to i * ei it ve to the m«Ij\ ine 

layer when the mMar tie is bent n i t pnn ides a ! 1 ^ flexible structure wit Is 

tk iem nti'f i v. s > id ho Sj i i t Unas a\ an intet I cathctei 1 

( res having tl bgus on - > kn h a den< e o nki > the re I 

i men! of th i et to one as iei 

O' i ' ' 

The level of skill in the art of interventional catheters and catheter structures is high. The 
quo.Mion tor piupo I detunmtt re u}^ .,m ts h «h one of oidmai> skill in ht in 
would be motivated t< modif} the Conky et ai catheter, which provides an inflation lumen 
t < con tuen ixialh m 1 1 ul \ es. to an ipplk its' t i 

hucii € which requ - support. !aye$ utached u i overlyin lave t a ins poii 
not attached to /he on riving layer along a jh e portion., wherein the support layer contacts the 

1 ! < f tW > M t h i 1 tl i v. ( > i j 1 > K i I 

i <n w yw ; k v o t n <> ; n > n < >< • u 

• Ov; ; /are /.y oeo/. 



f' 'a / t , i , i , > s , \<> > , t ,„ y . > 

, < t\<< \oneii'U > 

(hanky < I i > ? saxiall} rra I i uh struct i ; innular int riot 

m s provi e n die fa ail t I;canf"s claiu i support laser 

i 1 iu tit ! i U i but! M i ' t i 1 , (p i tud t \ ! h 

i . on f u i Is-, o'ls -iSv i lo w " <.» <. • ei « lb I 

I S< yum v t * ^o u' 1 Uh ■> ». i 1, u,b i > at b a 

length with no annular space or lumen between them, liken if one were to accept that one of 
stall u th* nt nnphf n t dip squash) Ox nhuct .»! think u il \ pu> ^ the 

\ ' v tl v t i 0 f w ' i Jo oak t _ 1 t v. > a tcite- 1 v. n " 
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\pMi ■! i i i'i r Jo i >v\ n \ t L iii . h {O! • - v d we mot' 1 >t 

'"squashed" to provide the compressed flexible catheter structure proposed by the Examiner by 
appht mi . I It i \> us i>\ I tp} » tj in !i\ il t tl h t I oi i nhe i the 
presence of those forces would certainly prevent the npj i u layer t s being ppnKe relative 
eat o> rlyii i i free po cn s s c d in ip{ c )cedin claim 2S Thus, 

even if it were reasonable to modify Conley ei al. to provide areas in which the two layers 
contacted one another as proposed by the Examiner, this would not result it? a catheter .structure 
hto me a tree pmm-u in vdheb the stsppwl Poor I > .doepabie .wSabw,. m the mcrEing loci ohcu 
i i Sulru -to, mk o > 



n< >• ' ' > w ' t <> • c <o > ' w >;-.;, 

1 ia ' xarn k I i hied no s lion e for making pi 1 modiii atii i to the 
o < r taught > Conh t \] and mpli< it si gests thai none ex t.s Tun.'' Conk) eta, 
to correspond to the applicant's churned structure would Cnnn i < o \ o-nipion , s I 
umctionaluy of the inflation iumem which provides an essential function in the Conley et al 
device. Applicant, submits that one of ordinary skill in the art would not be motivated to make 
this modification to arrive at applicant's claimed structure, and that the Hxammer's outstanding 
ai d<K « met < fi i flii <t , o j )\ 

( i ' i > , > c , a ' ,i, > <>n ; 

RuLi liu ^ |, j > )K > us j >. p K pi < a w,v e to jo e at 

>{ ' n ci u v< si v ,1 i\ U f n tl t , e< v^ ^ I et al >\ h 

C , 0 [) t i' s f ntd a v t i si mi \ t [wa by 
'sxpmslaney the tubular structure oi Conley w ai. so that the outer fibular fa. use contacts the 

inner tut u « t o * a m lls {u » ! f a . . \ \ n I <<> « a i » i 

i I tiu 1 ! tn u \ n iha < i i s i > a ' 

areas. A 1 L code v I > <» ik t" Nil, i t >^ n ! t < mm ibj re t , f ^ tend 
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outer tubular structure of Conley et ah. which .forms the infusion lumen, is highly undesirable 
and applicant submits that one of ordinary skill in the art would not encourage or adopt the 
i > u,,oi ul' , s t <. 1,1 i mnu n 1 u ohs. i mbm is skid u t t 

art would actively work to prevent crushing or deformation of the outer structure forming an 
infusion lumen, as taught by Coniey et ai. 

Applicant id t <i -> that t o if st al Jo < , waJy o$ n_e\t it ! 1 a uitu uu id in 
pes g indi i k! that the s teeth < ums 2 -21 7-35* r 35 

USC § 1 03(a) must he withdrawn. 

Claim 30 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by or alternatively, 
as being obvious over, Conley et i i 1 rejecuuri is respecthtily traversed. 

1 IK 1 ) V t i < ! 1 US t , Viht'H}uu 0 i. kfal ,1 

disagrees, in particular, applicant notes that claim 30 is drawn to the device of claim 29 
"wherein the support layer is welded to the operating head," not to the device of claim 2:9 made 
acid ir j oci 

fhv.it i w n r sa a *s \ 'ski .psndvun t iu t u->a » s 
Claim 30 dpi from, and thereby includes all the limitations of claim 29. It is submitted that, 
for at least the reasons discussed above with respect to claim 29, Conley et ai. do not teach or 
suggest the subject matter of claim 30 and that this rejection of claim 30 can be properly 
withdrawn. 

Claims 8-10, 14-17 and 1.9 stand rejected under 35 USC §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Conley et ah in View of US Patent 6.270,47? to Bagaoisan et ai rBagaoisan et aft 
Claims S~10. 11 and 19 11 depend, either directly or indirectly, .from independent claim 29. 
The teachings of Conley et ai. as they relate to claim 29 are discussed above, 

1 lis d) It i - ! 1 t i U ti t fo !! s ihnl It )U1 Os 

ystems fh bxamh t taies that Ba otsan et al. teach the use of a braided wire or coil having 
i m i t b v s >d Nit I ft st \ i 1 ' j n i >u <. i hi the 

> t uk i i li «< s ewlesi | ss » a 

vrire . Bagaoisan et al. do not owuo iv if , n c^ oH orle\ v ai , s, ,i I m „ 
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I - [H t?< S K v < u Kietil >i 

Ap } ' < s ! t ilr ( il v \ \ i i\\ >\t in'h or in 

combination, would have rendered the presently claimed invention obvious to one of skill in the 
an an dme i ; i is made, ant! I i lieu el t s f 1 S 11 nsd 1 ) md 

35 USC; § 103(a) must tberelore he withdrawn. 

Applicant submits that the claimed invention as a whole, as set out in applicants' 
( . jutkknt c\ a me matf ^ d.ms vni m on m m 1 u j , by 

. v L\ ... al m s n \r n m t < ^ i' P „ i< < t t p,i i t t 

that, the pending independent claims meet the requirements of patentability and that, 
consequently, all of the pencknp. claims are patentable. 

i ' m koto" 1 K; mas S > 

1 von effort h seen made to put. the bje< >plicatio condition foi alio u 

v mM 'K 1 "i in 1 \. Old ' i o i ion lit (|j i m i 1 ; \ t p, v ti ' <■ 

requested to telephone the undersigned at 206.382.1 191 . 

Respectfully submitted. 

B > Cd,A>>< 

v \\\'not 
x mi ioiird M <d 

Speckman Law Group pun 
20601 
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